11/20/2003 13:32 FAX 6315490404 



STRIKER & STRIKER 



©007 



REMARKS 

The last Office Action has been carefully considered. 

It is noted that claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
102(b) as being anticipated over the patent to Barbati. 

Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over the patent to 
Barbati in view of the patent to Randolph. 

Claims 5 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over the 
patent to Barbati in view of the patents to Randolph and Suzuki. 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over the patent to 
Barbati in view of the German document DE 420. 

Also, the disclosure is objected to. 

In connection with the Examiner's formal objections to the 
specification, applicant has amended the specification to eliminate 
references to claims and to provide the corresponding headings. Also, the 
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specification has been amended to replace the term "injection-molded" with 
the term -- extruded - as required by the Examiner. As for the Examiner's 
question with respect to Figure 3, it is respectfully submitted that Figure 3 
only shows the pole shoe on its own because otherwise, as shown in Figure 
4, the indentation 26 could not be seen. It is therefore believed that the 
Examiner's grounds for the formal objections to the specification are 
eliminated and this objection should be withdrawn. 

After carefully considering the Examiner's grounds for the 
rejection of the claims over the art as well as for formal reasons, claim 1 , the 
broadest claim on file, has been somewhat amended. In particular, the 
structural features defined in the claims have been rearranged to provide 
more logical sequence of the structural elements and their connection with 
one another. 

Claim 1 as amended does not raise any new issues for 
examination or search since it contains the same structural features as 
before the Final Office Action. 
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In connection with the Examiner's rejection of the claims over 
the art, in particular over the patent to Barbati, applicant wishes to make the 
following remarks. 

The patent to Barbarti uses the word "co-molded"; however 
there are major differences between the present invention and the invention 
disclosed in the patent to Barbarti. According to claim 1 of the patent to 
Barbarti the pole shoes 10 have radial teeth 1 1 on which there is co-molded 
an electrically insulating coating 12. This means that either the patent to 
Barbarti teaches to co-mold the coating 1 2 on both the shoe 1 0 and the tooth 
1 1 , or this reference teaches to co-mold the coating 12 on the tooth 1 1 . 

In contrast, in accordance with the present invention, in the 
inventive stator the coil body 28 is integrally extruded only on the pole shoe 
15. 

In accordance with the applicant's invention the component 
which consists of the coil 1 1 or the coil body 28 and the pole shoe 15 is slid 
onto the pole tooth 7. With the teaching of the patent to Barbati, this would 
not be possible, since Barbati teaches an integral component formed by the 
pole shoe 10 and the pole tooth 11. In contrast, in accordance with the 

-8- 
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applicant's invention, the pole shoe 15 and the pole tooth 7 are separate 
components that are joined together. 

it is believed that the use of the term "co-mold" in the patent to 
Barbati is a mistake. As shown in Figures 4-7, Barbati teaches to 
manufacture a plastic ring. This ring does not seem to be integrally 
manufactured with the pole shoes 10. As shown in Figure 3, the pole shoes 
10 that comprise pole teeth 1 1 are assembled with the plastic ring that must 
have been produced before (as shown in Figures 4 and 7). 

In the applicant's invention since the coil body 20 is integrally 
manufactured with the pole shoe and the coil is wound on the coil body and 
slid onto the starter pole tooth by means of the pole shoe, the coil body 28 
with the pole shoe 15 both have to be slid onto the pole tooth 7. 

The patent to Barbati does not disclose these features and 
therefore this reference can not anticipate the present invention as defined 
in claim 1 . 
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As was clearly stated in Lindemann Maschinenfabrik GmbH v. 
American Hoist & Derrick Co., 221 USPQ 481 , 485 (Fed. Cir. 1984) in which 
it is stated: 

"Anticipation requires the presence in a single prior art reference 
disclosure of each and every element of the claimed invention, 
arranged as in the claim." 

Definitely, the reference does not provide this and does not 
teach each and every element of the present invention arranged as in claim 
1. 

In Rowv. Dror,42USPQ2d 1 550, 1 553 (Fed. Cir. 1997) rt was 

stated: 

"A prior art reference anticipates a claim only if the reference 
discloses, either expressly or inherently, every limitation of the claim. 
.. Absence from the reference of any claimed element negates 
anticipation." 

It is therefore believed to be clear that the present invention as 
defined in claim 1 can not be anticipated by the patent to Barbarti. 

As for the combination of the references, the other references 
do not provide any hint or suggestion that the features of the amended claim 
-10- 
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1 are disclosed in these references or can not be derived from them as a 
matter of obviousness. Therefore, any combination of the references would 
also not lead to the applicant's invention as defined in claim 1. 

Claim 1 should be considered as patentably distinguishing over 
the art and should be allowed. 

Reconsideration and allowance of the present application is 
most respectfully requested. 

Should the Examiner require or consider it advisable that the 
specification, claims and/or drawings be further amended or corrected In 
formal respects in order to place this case in condition for final allowance, 
then it is respectfully requested that such amendments or corrections be 
carried out by Examiner's Amendment, and the case be passed to issue. 
Alternatively, should the Examiner feel that a personal discussion might be 
helpful in advancing this case to allowance, he is invited to telephone the 
undersigned (at 631-549-4700). 



Respectfully submitted, 
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Attorney for Applicants 
Reg. No. 27233 
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